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REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully submits that the rejections of the claims in the outstanding final 
Office Action (mailed July 25, 2008, Paper No. 2008071 6) are clearly factual error. Applicant 
presents a summary of these errors in this section, then provides further detail below. 

One instance of clear error is the contention that recording programs to one device (a 
VCR) and storing EPG data to a different device (hard disk or flash memory) is the same as 
recording media programs on the same device that stores media information corresponding to 
the recorded media programs. Another instance of clear error is the contention that searching 
an EPG which is stored on one device is the same as searching first and second storage 
devices . Yet another such instance of clear error is the contention that searching the Internet is 
the same as searching first and second storage devices, where the user is enabled to record 
media programs on the first storage device. 

1. Rejection of Independent Claim 117 under §102: Nishikawa etal. (U.S. 5,828,370) 

a. Nishikawa et al. does not disclose "enabling a user to record a first set of media 
programs in a first storage device associated with a digital personal video recorder 
(PVR); storing media information corresponding to the recorded first set of media 
programs in the first storage device" 

The plain language of claim 117 (reproduced above) indicates that media programs are 
recorded on the same device that stores media information corresponding to the recorded 
media programs. In Nishikawa etal., the only device on which programs are stored is a video 
cassette recorder (VCR): "[t]he GUI includes a TV Planner icon which, if selected by the user, 
causes the televison [sic] to display a monthly calendar [sic] (or recording/reminder list) that 
indicates which programs are purchased and/or selected for recording by a VCR" (Abstract.) 
Thus, the rejection of claim 117 using Nishikawa et al. implicitly alleges that the VCR is the "first 
storage device". However, there is no teaching in Nishikawa et al. of the VCR being used to 
store media information corresponding to the recorded media programs. 
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In the Response to Arguments section, the final Office Action contends that "DSS/Web 
TV Receiver 12, DSS/lnternet data (EGP data, website data, etc.), stores the data in various 
storage units... The guide or GUI data and the media data is stored in the storage devices", 
(final Office Action, p. 2.) This passage appears to contend that EPG data or website data 
corresponds to the "media information corresponding to the recorded first set of media 
programs". 

Applicant assumes (for the sake of argument) that EPG data is properly understood as 
"media information" as recited in claim 1 17. As discussed above, the Office Action has 
interpreted the VCR to be the "first storage device". Such an interpretation would also require 
the EPG data to be stored on the VCR, since claim 117 recites "storing media information 
corresponding to the recorded first set of media programs in the first storage device ". Yet 
Nishikawa etal. does not teach that EPG data is stored to the VCR, instead teaching that EPG 
data is stored to HDD 228, flash memory 230, or SDRAM 232. {Nishikawa etal., Col. 6, line 50 
to Col. 7, line 5; Col. 9, line 50 to Col. 1 0, line 15.) Thus, the rejection of claim 1 1 7 is clearly 
factual error. 

b. Nishikawa etal. does not disclose "responsive to the user entering a search term, 
searching the first and second storage devices for media information having a high level 
of correlation with the search term" 

The plain language of claim 117 (reproduced above) indicates that searching applies to 
the first and second storage devices. As shown above, the Office Action has interpreted the 
VCR to be the "first storage device". Thus, the rejection of claim 117 using Nishikawa et al. 
implicitly alleges that the VCR is the "first storage device". However, there is no teaching in 
Nishikawa et al. that searching applies to the VCR . 

The Office Action (p. 3) alleges that this "searching" feature is disclosed in Nishikawa et 
al. at Col. 2, lines 6-26, Col. 14, line 53-Col. 16, line 19. The only mention of "searching" occurs 
in the last cited portion (Col. 14, line 53-Col. 16, line 19). In this portion, Nishikawa etal. 
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discloses two types of searches: searching the electronic program guide and searching the 
Internet. Applicant can find no teaching in Nishikawa etal. that the EPG is stored in two devices. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that a search of the EPG is not a search of the "first 
and second devices" claim 1 17. A search of "the Internet" clearly is not a search of the first and 
second devices referred to in claim 117, where the user is enabled to record media programs on 
the first storage device. Nor is a general search for "Internet search terms" the same as a 
search for "media information". Thus, the rejection of claim 1 17 is clearly factual error. 
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CONCLUSION 

Favorable reconsideration and allowance, or the re-opening of prosecution on the 
merits, of the present application and claims 117-128, 130, 131, 149-163, and 165-187 is 
hereby courteously requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



By: /Karen G. Hazzah/ 

Karen G. Hazzah, Reg. No. 48,472 

Thomas, Kayden, Horstemeyer 

& RlSLEY, L.L.P. 

600 Galleria Parkway, SE 
Suite 1500 

Atlanta, Georgia 30339-5948 
Tel: (770)933-9500 
Fax: (770)951-0933 
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